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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action follows a request for continued examination (RCE) under 37 § C.F.R. 
1.114, filed on May 21, 2008. Claims 3-6, 8-10, 14, 15, 17-19, 29, and 32 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 3-6, 8-10, 14, 15, 17-19, 29, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claims contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claims 10 and 29 are drawn to a coated superabsorbent polymer (SAP) particulate having 
a water absorption property (according to FWAi 5sec Test) of absorbing 3.6 g or less of water per 
gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, and when the coating is washed off the SAP particulate, the 
resulting SAP particulate has a water absorption property (according to FWAi 5sec Test) of 
absorbing about 5.7 g or more of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds. 

Claims contain two open ended ranges. Table 1 lists FWAi 5sec Test data for a series of 
SAP coated with different salts. It can be seen that there are a sufficient number of tabulated 
water absorption values (viz., 3.6, 3.5, 3.4, 3.2, 3.0, 2.8, 1.6, 1.5, 0.8, 0.7, and 0.5) that span the 
claimed range of "absorbing 3.6 g or less of water per gram of SAP" to reasonably convey to one 
skilled in the relevant art that that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had 
possession of the claimed invention. In other words, coated SAP particulates having a water 
absorption property within the claimed range of "absorbing 3.6 g or less of water per gram of 
SAP" are reasonably supported in the disclosure. 
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Table 2 lists FWAi 5se c Test data for SAP particulates that have been washed of their salt 
coating. The four tabulated values of 5.7, 6.3, 6.6, and 7.2 (corresponding only to those SAP of 
the type SXM71 coated with CaCb, Ca(NC>3)2, and MgCb) does not sufficiently supportive the 
full range of "about 5.7 g or more of water per gram of SAP" which includes values of 10 g per 
gram of SAP and 50 g per gram of SAP. 

In light of these considerations, it is deemed that the claims contain subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
relevant art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention, namely a coated SAP having a water absorption property of absorbing 3.6 g or less of 
water per gram of SAP in about 1 5 seconds and a water absorption property of absorbing about 
5.7 g or more of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds when the coating is washed off. 

3. Claims 5 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claims contain subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. Claims recite a water absorption property (according to FWAi 5sec Test) of absorbing 
about 2 g or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds. This property is defined in the 
disclosure on page 4. While the specification teaches a water absorption property of absorbing 
about 3 g or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, there is inadequate support for 
the recited range of about 2 g or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds. 

4. Claims 6 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claims contain subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. Claims recite a water absorption property (according to FWAi 5sec Test) of absorbing 
about 1 g or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds. This property is defined in the 
disclosure on page 4. While the specification teaches a water absorption property of absorbing 
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about 3 g or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, there is inadequate support for 
the recited range of about 1 g or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds. 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
claim is drawn to a SAP particulate exhibiting a water absorption property of absorbing about 3 g 
or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, a centrifuge retention capacity (CRC) of 
retaining 25 g or more of aqueous saline per gram of SAP, and an absorbency under load (AUL 
at 0.9 psi) of retaining more than 18 g of aqueous saline per gram of SAP. Methods of carrying 
out CRC and AUL tests are described on pages 11-14 of the disclosure, however, there is no 
teaching of SAP exhibiting all three properties as recited in the instant claim. In view of these 
considerations, it is concluded that the claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

6. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
claim is drawn to a SAP particulate exhibiting a water absorption property of absorbing about 3 g 
or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, a centrifuge retention capacity (CRC) of 
retaining 28 g or more of aqueous saline per gram of SAP, and an absorbency under load (AUL 
at 0.9 psi) of retaining more than 18 g of aqueous saline per gram of SAP. Methods of carrying 
out CRC and AUL tests are described on pages 11-14 of the disclosure, however, there is no 
teaching of SAP exhibiting all three properties as recited in the instant claim. In view of these 
considerations, it is concluded that the claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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7. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
claim is drawn to a SAP particulate exhibiting a water absorption property of absorbing about 2 g 
or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, a centrifuge retention capacity (CRC) of 
retaining 25 g or more of aqueous saline per gram of SAP, and an absorbency under load (AUL 
at 0.9 psi) of retaining more than 18 g of aqueous saline per gram of SAP. Methods of carrying 
out CRC and AUL tests are described on pages 11-14 of the disclosure, however, there is no 
teaching of SAP exhibiting all three properties as recited in the instant claim. This is especially 
evident in light of the fact that there is inadequate support for the recited range of about 2 g or 
less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds (see paragraph 3, above). In view of these 
considerations, it is concluded that the claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

8. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
claim is drawn to a SAP particulate exhibiting a water absorption property of absorbing about 1 g 
or less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds, a centrifuge retention capacity (CRC) of 
retaining 28 g or more of aqueous saline per gram of SAP, and an absorbency under load (AUL 
at 0.9 psi) of retaining more than 16 g of aqueous saline per gram of SAP. Methods of carrying 
out CRC and AUL tests are described on pages 11-14 of the disclosure, however, there is no 
teaching of SAP exhibiting all three properties as recited in the instant claim. This is especially 
evident in light of the fact that there is inadequate support for the recited range of about 1 g or 
less of water per gram of SAP in about 15 seconds (see paragraph 4, above). In view of these 
considerations, it is concluded that the claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
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the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

9. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. The 
claim is drawn to a SAP comprising from about 0.001 % to about 5 % by weight of surface 
crosslinking agent. This component is described on page 8, line 25 of the disclosure. The 
specification teaches use of about 0.01 % to about 5 % by weight of surface crosslinking agent. 
Therefore, it is concluded that the claim contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventors, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention, namely 
a SAP comprising a lower bound of about 0.001 % by weight of surface crosslinking agent. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant traverses the rejection of claims over Gartner et al. (WO 98/49221; U.S. 
6,323,252) in view of evidence provided in Wilson (U.S. 6,579,958) and in Aberson et al. (U.S. 
4,548,847), set forth in the final office action dated February 21, 2008. Applicant also traverses 
the rejection of claims over Inger et al. (U.S. 7,157,141) in view of evidence provided in Wilson 
(U.S. 6,579,958) and in Aberson et al. (U.S. 4,548,847). A declaration under 37 C.F.R. 1.132 
submitted by Dr. Iqbal Ahmed accompanies Applicant's response filed May 21, 2008. 

Examiner wishes to thank Applicant for furnishing information provided in the 
declaration. Applicant's arguments have been considered fully in conjunction with explanations 
provided in the declaration, and the preponderance of evidence rests with Applicant. Wilson and 
Aberson et al. disclose reversibility of ions in a specific fact pattern, and this does not translate to 
removability of the salt (although containing metal ions) coating of a SAP, as described in the 
instant claims. Furthermore, Gartner et al. relies on application of aqueous salt solution to SAP 
so that the SAP exhibits more homogeneous distribution of crosslinkers or other surface 
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treatment additives. A secondary function of the aqeuous salt solution is to crosslink further the 
SAP in order to reduce absorption capacity of the SAP. Gartner et al. does not disclose removal 
(washing) of the aqueous salt solution once applied, and doing so would contradict the purpose 
of the invention. Similarly, Inger et al. teaches post-treatment of SAP with a solution of a salt of 
a trivalent cation in order to restore gel permeability of a SAP that has been damaged by 
mechanical action. Inger et al. does not disclose removal (washing) of the aqueous salt solution 
once applied, and removal of the solution would be counterproductive. In light of these 
considerations, it is concluded that a prima facie case of obviousness can not be established with 
the combination of references cited. Accordingly, both sets of rejections have been withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

11. Claims are free of the prior art. To date, references Ganslaw et al. (U.S. 4,043,952), 
Mertens et al. (U.S. 6,620,889), Harada et al. (U.S. 5,115,011), Cook et al. (U.S. 6,562,743), 
Gartner et al. (WO 98/49221; U.S. 6,323,252), Inger et al. (U.S. 7,157,141), and Wilson (U.S. 
6,579,958) have been cited during prosecution. These references relate to treatment of 
superabsorbent particles with metal salt (metal cation) for improving overall core permeability 
and for surface crosslinking. The references are deficient in that they do not teach or fairly 
suggest removal of the metal salt such that one having ordinary skill in the art would have found 
it obvious to make SAP having the claimed features. 
The following references are relevant: 

Qin et al. (U.S. 2004/0214499) teaches spray application of a solution of A1 2 (S0 4 ) 3 onto 
SAP particles; other polyvalent metal salts may be utilized. 

Dodge et al. (U.S. 6,696,618) teaches use of monovalent salts having different ionic 
strength to control absorbency of a superabsorbent material. 

Smith et al. (U.S. 7,241,820) discloses a process for making superabsorbent particles 
using aluminum salts as crosslinking agent. 
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Weir et al. (U.S. 6,433,058) discloses treatment of SAP with a polyvalent metal salt such 
that the metal salt diffuses into the polymer resulting in a SAP having a absorption rate index of 
at least about 5 minutes. 

Fujiura et al. (U.S. 5,002,986) discloses ionic surface crosslinking of SAP with a salt of a 
polyvalent metal in order to achieve rapid absorbency. 

Johnson et al. (U.S. 5,684,106) teaches surface crosslinking of SAP particles with 
aluminum sulfate or sodium aluminate. 

None of these references teaches the subject matter of the instant claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rip A. Lee whose telephone number is (571)272-1104. The 
examiner can be reached on Monday through Friday from 9:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vasu S. Jagannathan, can be reached at (571)272-1 119. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571)273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov>. Should you have questions on the access to the 
Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll free). 

/Rip A. Lee/ 
Art Unit 1796 
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